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FAVIPHYLLUAl RUGOSUM HALL, 1852 (ANTHOZOA, RUGOSA): 

PROPOSED SUPPRESSION UNDER THE PLENARY POWERS 
OF GENERIC AND SPECIFIC NAMES. Z.N.(S.) 1662 

By W. J. Sando ( U.S . Geological Survey , Washington , D.C., U.S.A.) 

Hall (1852, p. 407, pi. 1, figs, la, lb) described and illustrated a new species 
under the heading of “ Faviphyllum ? rugosum (n.sp.) ”. Hall’s description and 
discussion are as follows: “Cells deep; structure of the centre unknown; 
external portion cellular, with transverse septae and vertical intermediate 
dissepiments, giving a columnar structure. The specimens are all silicified, and 
I have been unable to examine the central portion; the exterior, where weathered, 
presents the appearance of a bundle of the columns of Favosites , except that they 
are generally four-sided, and the inner sides necessarily narrower than the outer 
ones. ” The genus was neither described, diagnosed, nor discussed. 

2. Lang, Smith, and Thomas (1940, p. 60) regarded Faviphyllum as a nomen 
nudum . They reasoned that the species rugosum was only doubtfully referred to 
the genus Faviphyllum and that this species could not serve as type-species by 
monotypy. Therefore, the genus was without a type-species and the generic 
name must lapse. 

3. It seems extremely unlikely to me that Hall would have questionably 
referred his new species to his own new genus. Therefore, I do not agree with 
the interpretation of Lang, Smith, and Thomas that Faviphyllum is a nomen 
nudum. Instead, I offer two alternative interpretations: (1) Faviphyllum was 
proposed as a provisional genus; this interpretation is consistent with taxonomic 
practice of Hall’s time, when taxonomic relationships were more poorly known 
than they are today; or (2) the question mark following the generic name is a 
typographical error; this interpretation is supported by the appearance of the 
name without a question mark in the index to the reportinwhich Hall’s paperwas 
published, and by the fact that there are numerous editorial discrepancies in 
Hall’s paper. In either case, it seems to me that the generic name meets the 
criteria of availability stated in Articles 11-17 of the International Code of 
Zoological Nomenclature (1961). 

4. In spite of the availability of Faviphyllum as a generic name, validation 
of this name would not be in the best interests of stability in nomenclature. I 
have made a careful study of the type material and have found that the types, 
although so poorly preserved and fragmentary as to be specifically indetermin¬ 
ate, exhibit generic characters which link them unquestionably with Vesiculo- 
phyllum Easton, a well-established and widely-used genus. If Faviphyllum Hall, 
1852, were regarded as a valid generic name, it would replace Vesiculophyllum 
Easton, 1944. 

5. No specimens other than the original type material have ever been referred 
to Hall’s genus or to his species. Aside from the original reference, the 
binomen Faviphyllum rugosum has been published only in the bibliographic 
works of Weller (1898, p.271),Schuchert (1905, p. 268), Lang, Smith and Thomas 
(1940, p. 60), and Bassler (1950, p. 220). The generic name also appears in a 
compilation by Miller (1889, p. 187). 


Bull . zool. Nomencl., Vol. 22, Part 1. April 1965. 



56 


Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 


6. In consideration of the reasons presented above, I ask the International 
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature: 

(1) to use its plenary powers to suppress for the purposes of the Law of 

Priority but not for those of the Law of Homonymy: 

(a) the generic name Faviphyllum Hall, 1852; 

(b) the specific name rugosum Hall, 1852, as published in the binomen 

Fa viphyllum rugosum; 

(2) to place the generic name Faviphyllum Hall, 1852, on the Official Index 

of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in Zoology; 

(3) to place the specific name rugosum Hall, 1852, as published in the com¬ 

bination Faviphyllum rugosum , on the Official Index of Rejected and 
Invalid Specific Names in Zoology. 
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